Abstract: Luke-Acts is strangely silent regarding the sacrificial significance of Jesus' crucifixion. Curiously, too, Acts more closely links the salvific benefits that Jesus provides with his resurrection and exaltation than with his death. Luke, many conclude, is not concerned to explain Jesus' atoning work in terms of Jewish sacrificial categories. By way of contrast, this article argues that Luke's connection of forgiveness and purification (i.e., sacrificial atonement) with Jesus' exaltation indicates that Luke is aware of the sacrificial aspects of Jesus' work. Jewish sacrifice consists of a hierarchically structured ritual process that cannot be reduced to the slaughter of the victim. In Leviticus, the culminating elements of this process occur as the priests convey the materials of the sacrifice into God's presence (i.e., offer the sacrifice) by approaching and serving at the various altars. Such a perspective on sacrifice is suggestive for interpreting Luke's emphasis on Jesus' exaltation in Acts. Luke has not stressed the sacrificial aspects of Jesus' death, but has highlighted the atoning benefits of Jesus' exaltation because he understands Jesus to have offered his atoning sacrifice as part of his exaltation to the right hand of God.
Introduction
Nowhere is Luke's presumed lack of interest in the sacrificial dimensions of the salvation Jesus accomplished more apparently obvious than in his largely non-sacrificial reflection on the crucifixion, either in his Gospel or in Acts. Luke's reticence to explain how Jesus' death effected salvation, particularly in terms of sacrificial categories, seems especially obvious in his telling 2 choice not to include Mark 10:45's ransom saying in his parallel rendering (cf. Luke 22:27).
Luke does little to associate Jesus' death with concepts often correlated with Jewish sacrificial practice: forgiveness of sins, repentance, and purification.
The variety of explanations for and interpretations of Luke's soteriology in modern secondary literature illustrate the extent to which scholars have puzzled over this phenomenon in Luke's writings. 2 Several interpreters argue that Luke simply has little or no sense of the cross as a salvific event. 3 Others suggest that while the crucifixion is salvific for Luke, he does not conceive of either that salvation or of the cross in sacrificial terms. 4 Some do detect hints in 4 interpreters. Vernon Robbins, noting that 'there is no direct statement that Jesus died a sacrificial death to save humans from their sins', allows that Luke 22:20 may gesture towards Jesus' sacrificial death but adds, 'The presence of this verse in Luke makes it all the more remarkable that there is no sacrificial language in the preaching in Acts'. 7 Jacob Jervell summarizes the modern consensus well when he comments that Luke has thrust sacrificial ideas about Jesus' death 'into the background for some inscrutable reason.' 8 In light of these observations, Luke's widely recognized tendency to emphasize the salvific importance of Jesus' exaltation over that of the crucifixion is all the more intriguing. is clearest in Acts, even in his Gospel Luke appears to direct the reader's gaze beyond the cross to Jesus' ascension. Thus, Jesus' conversation with Moses and Elijah during the transfiguration focuses on his 'exodus' (th_n e1codon) or departure, which he is about to fulfill 'in Jerusalem' (e0n I)erousalh/m; Luke 9:31). Jesus' pivotal decision in Luke 9:51 to set his face towards Jerusalem is described as a choice primarily oriented toward the days of his being 'taken up' (a)na&lhmyij, cf. Acts 1:2), rather than one oriented toward either his crucifixion or resurrection per se. Luke locates Jesus' suffering as a prerequisite for his entering his glory (Luke 24:26). Luke's account of Jesus' ascension into heaven at the end of the Gospel (Luke 24:51) and particularly at the beginning of Acts (Acts 1:9-10) also seems to confirm this focus. 
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of the purpose of a given sacrifice and/or of the whole process of the sacrifice. 18 Throughout Leviticus, atonement is directly linked with the activities of the priests at the altars, specially applying blood to parts of the altars and burning various elements of the sacrifices on the outer altar. 19 These last points are worth emphasizing since the act of slaughtering the victim was neither done exclusively by the priests 20 nor was it ever done on any of the altars. 21 The close link between atonement and the priestly activities at the altars indicates, therefore, that the slaughter was not the central moment in the sacrifice while also explaining why the slaughter was not the element in the process that effected the atoning goals of the sacrificial process.
A brief discussion of the central Yom Kippur sacrifices well illustrates these matters. In Lev 16:6 and 11a Aaron offers a bull in order to atone for himself and his house. These are summary The emphasis just noted on drawing near to God dovetails with another important aspect of sacrifice and, in particular, atonement. Several modern studies have shown that within the realm of Jewish ritual purity, one's state of purity was a major factor when considering both how close one could come to God's presence and God's willingness to dwell among his people.
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Some of the work of Jonathan Klawans provides useful heuristic categories for thinking about the complex issues of Jewish purity. Klawans argues that two different and parallel systems of purity exist in the Levitical system: ritual purity and moral purity/sin. 25 Ritual purity is primarily a matter of one's external condition. This kind of defilement is contagious and 23 Gane puts the point well stating, 'In Hebrew, the idea of "sacrifice" in general is conveyed by the noun qorban…. The meaning of qorban is associated with that of the Hiphil verb from the same root qrb (lit., "cause to come near"), which can refer not only to preliminary conveyance of offering material to the ritual location 12 usually spread by contact. At its core, ritual impurity appears to be about matters of mortality.
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Further, ritual impurity is a major obstacle when one tries to come close to God's presence. God does not permit ritually impure persons or items to come close to his presence. To bring impure mortality into God's sacred space is to be guilty of sin. The need for people to be in a ritually pure state therefore appears to be primarily about rendering mortal humanity fit to draw near to God's presence. In cases of major ritual impurities (e.g., skin diseases, giving birth) sacrificeespecially the t)+x-is necessary to remove the impurity (e.g., Lev 12:6-8).
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Moral purity has to do with obeying God's commands. The violation of divine directives results in moral defilement. A person's moral impurity is not external and is not contagious.
Nevertheless, while ritual and moral purity are distinct, both problematize the relationship between God and his people in similar ways. Ritual impurity prevents the people from approaching God. Moral impurity threatens their ability to dwell in the land, which becomes defiled by some sins, and threatens them with God's punitive response. 28 Both kinds of impurity further stand in the way of God and his people dwelling together because both convey defilement to the sanctuary. 29 The sanctuary needs regular purification if God's presence is to remain there.
The people need regular purification in order to dwell in relative safety near to God's presence and to approach that presence.
It further appears to be the case that sacrificial atonement in the fullest sense-that is, the state that results from solving the problems of both moral and ritual impurity such that God and humanity can dwell together-requires the removal of the threat of divine punishment by way of 13 redemption or ransom and the purification of the people, the land, and the sanctuary from both the problems created by mortality and sin. 30 Sacrificial atonement, in other words, is effected when the defilement from both moral and ritual impurities is purged by sacrificial offerings. All of this is essential to enable and maintain the dwelling of God's presence in the midst of his people and of God's people near to God's presence.
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Once again Yom Kippur nicely illustrates this dual atoning action and its importance for enabling and maintaining God's presence among his people. As noted above, in addition to atoning for himself and for the people, Lev 16:15-20 states that the sin offerings presented by the high priest on this day also atone for the holy place, the tent of meeting, and the altars by way of blood application. Further, Lev 16:16 identifies both the uncleanness (i.e., ritual impurity) and the sins of the people as the sources of defilement that make the annual purification necessary.
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The clear implication is that both the people's ritual impurities and their moral failures/sins have defiled them and the sacred precincts, all of which are consequently in need of atonement.
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Sacrifice, because it atones for sin and impurity, is therefore an essential part of maintaining the covenant relationship.
c. Summary
The preceding discussion implies some important points for the arguments about Acts that follow. First, a reduction or conflation of blood sacrifice with the act of slaughtering the victim 14 for the sake of dealing with sin is a conceptual mistake. Leviticus simply does not support either the inference that the act of slaughter achieved the atoning goals of the sacrifice, or that atonement can be reduced merely to the forgiveness of sins. Rather, the process of sacrifice was an important element for achieving both ritual and moral purity. Second, the slaughter of the victim, while a necessary step in the sacrificial process (when such a sacrifice involved an animal victim), 34 never occurred on any of the Jewish altars, and was never by itself sufficient to procure the atoning benefits that the entire process aimed to obtain. 35 Third, the hierarchical structure of the process suggests that the atoning benefits of sacrifice are primarily connected with the priestly activities that occurred at the altars as the priests drew near to God and conveyed the sacrificial materials into his presence. 36 Priestly acts at the altars achieved atonement. Fourth, sacrificial atonement, which resolves the problem of sin (moral impurity) or the problems of mortality (ritual impurity)-or, as on Yom Kippur, both of these problems-was essential for enabling God and his people to dwell together.
With these points in mind, I turn to examine a few key texts in Acts. Luke nowhere gives plain expression to the assumptions just outlined about sacrifice as a hierarchically structured 34 That grain sacrifices could be used to effect purification and forgiveness in some cases further suggests that slaughter is not the definitive event in Jewish purification/sin sacrifices (cf. Eberhart, Sacrifice of Jesus, 99-101). Whatever the vision's meaning for the actual status of animals, Peter later concludes that its implications extend beyond the realm of kashrut regulations. Thus, in Acts 10:28 Peter states that whereas it is common knowledge that a Jew like himself was not to fraternize too closely with a Gentile like Cornelius, God has shown him 'to call no one common (koino/j) or impure (a0ka&qartoj)' (cf. Acts 11:3). The logic of Peter's self-realization appears to be that in his vision God was telling him that certain things that he once knew to be impure have now been made pure. 38 To call something 'common' is another way to speak of impurity. Thus there seems to be no real distinction 
Precisely this implication is vividly and powerfully demonstrated to Peter and the other Jews
with him when, as Peter is speaking at Cornelius' home about Jesus' death, resurrection, and the coming judgment, the gift of the Holy Spirit is poured out 'even upon the Gentiles' (Acts 10:45).
Luke does not in Acts 10 plainly affirm that the Gentiles have been purified. Yet this conclusion follows not only from Peter's comment in 10:28, but ultimately, and more explicitly, from the fact that the Gentiles have become fit receptacles of the Spirit. Gentiles are also among those to whom the Holy Spirit can be given. Some argue that the inclusion of Gentiles without requiring them first to become Jewish converts is essentially driven by divine fiat. 39 The visions of Cornelius and Peter, as well as the manifestation of the Spirit, force the early church to accept God's decision even though it cuts against their understanding of the Law and purity. This does not, however, fully explain the logic of the account.
Without question Luke uses the story to illustrate God's leading in the matter of Gentile
inclusion. Yet this inclusion, particularly insofar as the account of Cornelius' conversion echoes the events of Acts 2 (see below), points to the conclusion that the forgiveness and purification
Jesus made available to Jews is also available to Gentiles. To put the matter differently, the logic that drives the narrative works as follows: the outpouring of the gift of the Spirit upon Gentiles implies that these Gentiles have been purified and are therefore able to be recipients of this gift.
Given this logic, one suspects that concepts of Jewish sacrifice, and in particular the importance of such sacrifices for making purification and forgiveness, are near to hand for Luke. Cornelius and his house make the connections among repentance/forgiveness, purification, and the reception of the Spirit more explicit than does the Acts 10 account itself.
In Acts 11 Peter defends his actions at Cornelius' house to some who take offense at his associating with Gentiles. He explains that as he was speaking to Cornelius God sent the Holy Spirit to him and to his house. On the basis of the Spirit's presence Peter goes on to say in 11:17, 'If God gave the same gift to them [i.e., Gentiles] as also to us who believe upon the Lord Jesus
Christ, who was I that I should be able to hinder God?' The ramifications of Gentiles being recipients of the Spirit are immediately clear to those challenging Peter-God, they conclude, must have granted repentance unto life even to the Gentiles (Acts 11:18). Importantly, this 'Gentile Pentecost' 40 prompts them to reason retrospectively from the presence of the Spirit to the conclusion that the Gentiles have been given repentance unto life-a conclusion that plainly implies that the Gentiles' sins have been forgiven (cf. Luke 24:47; Acts 2:38; 5:31).
In Acts 15:8-9 Peter similarly declares that the God who knows the heart gave testimony to the Gentiles that they had heard and believed the word about Jesus by 'giving them the Holy Spirit just as [was given] to us and making no distinction between us and them, purifying (kaqari/saj) their hearts by faith.' Again, God's act of giving the Spirit is retrospective and irrefutable proof that those who receive the Spirit have been purified.
When viewed together, these summaries of the significance of the Cornelius account suggest two corresponding points: 1) the language of 'the repentance unto life' and 'the purification of the heart' are closely related ways of referring to the same reality-specifically, both phrases describe a state in which one is able to receive the Holy Spirit; and, 2) the reception of the Spirit 19 is the proof that allows one to deduce, retrospectively, that someone has been granted the necessary forgiveness and corresponding state of purification.
The relationship between the state of forgiveness and purification and the ability to receive the Spirit correlates remarkably well with the basic logic of the atonement effected by blood sacrifice and the corresponding presence of God with his people detailed in Section II above. As was shown, one of the central concerns of the sacrificial system was to bring about and maintain the states of forgiveness and purity necessary for the presence of God to remain among the people by dwelling in the holy of holies. God's presence at the temple and the people's ability to draw near to God were predicated on the performance of the sacrificial rituals prescribed by the Law. From this perspective, Luke's language of repentance and purification, and in particular the connection of these with the outpouring of God's Spirit, points toward the conclusion that sacrificial categories are in fact informing his argument. Along these lines, it may be significant that one of the pre-Lukan texts that uses the language of 'tongues of fire' is 1 Enoch. In 1 En. 14 Enoch ascends into heaven and sees that portions of the heavenly temple, and perhaps most conspicuously the heavenly holy of holies, are made up of 'tongues of fire.' Glen Menzies insightfully comments that in 1 En. 14 the function of these 'tongues of fire' in heaven appears to be 'to delimit spheres of holiness as one approaches closer and closer to the presence of God.'
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Thus, the likely allusion in Acts 2 to the fiery glory of God's presence filling the tabernacle and dwelling among the people in the holy of holies further implies an underlying logic of sacrificial atonement, since the glory of God did not take up residence in the tabernacle until everything had been purified by Moses. To put the point differently, these accounts imply that before one could come into such close proximity with the divine that the Spirit would actually be given and the sign of the divine presence would rest upon one, something would have had to happen that made one pure. From the standpoint of Second Temple Judaism, one of the most natural contexts within which to think about that kind of purification would be the sacrificial system.
In the light of this evidence, the narrative of Acts suggests that the experience of the outpouring of the gift of the Spirit led Jesus' early followers to assume that Jesus had done something to make them pure in some new and amazing way, and this is the same way their logic worked with respect to Cornelius. If this is right, then the inference seems to follow that some kind of sacrifice had actually been made that purified people to the point that they could be recipients of God's own Holy Spirit. Moreover, when the Spirit is given to Cornelius and his household, Peter and his fellow Jewish believers appear to infer that this sacrifice allowed even the Gentiles to be purified. This further suggests that the logic of Acts 10 does not cut against the sacrificial logic of forgiveness and purification; rather, it extends the reach of Jesus' sacrifice and the forgiveness and purification he effects even to Gentiles. The atoning effects of Jesus' work underlie the extension of forgiveness and purification to Cornelius and his house. The question, however, remains: if this is the correct logic for understanding the narrative here, when and where did Jesus offer this sacrifice?
One might assume that the answer to the preceding question would have to be that Jesus made this offering when he gave himself up to death on the cross. As noted above, however, exactly this assumption has led scholars to puzzle over the problem of Luke's lack of overt interest in the sacrificial significance of Jesus' crucifixion and surprising emphasis instead on Jesus' ascension and exaltation. The logic of sacrifice and sacrificial atonement detailed in Section II suggests that this 'problem' may be due more to a misunderstanding of how the process of Jewish blood sacrifice actually worked than to some inscrutable Lukan agenda. In the next section of this article, I argue that texts such as Acts 2:33 and 5:31 provide answers, albeit implicitly, to the questions of when, where, and how Jesus offered the sacrifice that resulted in forgiveness and purification. receiving the gift of the Spirit. 45 Moreover, the outpouring of the Holy Spirit in Acts 2 is taken to be a sign that now, after Jesus' ascension, the day of salvation has arrived (cf. Acts 2:21, 38).
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If, as argued earlier, the implication here is that purification and forgiveness precede the reception of the Spirit, then the logical and temporal sequence in this passage correlates well with the statement in 5:31 that Jesus' exaltation occurred for the very purpose of achieving the forgiveness of Israel's sins. More simply put, both Acts 2:33 and 5:31 suggest that Jesus' exaltation to God's right hand accomplished the kind of atoning benefits that the sacrificial system was designed to achieve and maintain. If this is correct, then it is plausible to conclude that Jesus' presence at God's right hand is a constitutive element of his atoning sacrifice. That is to say, Luke predicates of the benefits of forgiveness and purification upon Jesus' exaltation, which coheres well with the process of Jewish sacrifice and conception of atonement described in Section II above.
One additional piece of evidence lends support to this conclusion. A number of biblical, Second Temple, and early Christian texts correlate the holy of holies with the divine throne room and the divine throne with the mercy seat/cover on the Ark of the Covenant. 47 If Luke is aware of such conceptions, then Jesus' location at the right hand of God in heaven would also imply his presence at the heavenly mercy seat, the place on earth where the high priest ministered by presenting blood once a year on Yom Kippur to obtain forgiveness and purification.
Hints in the account of Stephen's heavenly vision in Acts 7 suggest that Luke is aware of this conception. As Stephen looks into the heavens, which he has just juxtaposed with the temple in 
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would confuse or conflate the idea of Jesus' sacrificial death with the notion that his death was the sum total of his sacrifice.
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The experience of the Spirit, as well as the temporal space between the crucifixion and that experience, might be partly rendered intelligible as a salvific event by way of appeal to Jewish sacrificial practice. If, as I have argued that Acts implies, the experience of the Spirit's presence among Jesus' followers led them to infer that Jesus had somehow purified them and forgiven their sins, it is plausible to imagine that they would conclude that Jesus must have done something that effected sacrificial atonement on their behalf. In view of the process of sacrifice described above, it hardly seems a stretch to imagine that they would particularly link this atonement with Jesus' present location at God's right hand in heaven. 55 The entire process of Jewish blood sacrifice, in other words, may have provided them with critical elements for filling out the script or narrative to explain how the death, resurrection, and ascension of Jesus resulted in purification and the outpouring of the Spirit.
To press the point a bit further, if they conceived of sacrifice as a process, early Christians could plausibly be imagined as having needed something more than Jesus' death to grasp clearly that Jesus had done something that made their experience of purification and forgiveness possible. It is highly unlikely that a first-century Jew would link the bare fact of Jesus' death with the atoning results of the sacrificial system. Historically, one suspects that something more 54 To speak about a sacrificial death is not necessarily the same thing as speaking about death as a sacrifice. When an animal is slaughtered as a sin offering that death is clearly sacrificial (unlike, say, slaughtering an animal in an agricultural setting). As demonstrated in Section II above, however, the slaughter/death of the animal is not the definition or sum total of sacrifice. Indeed, what is actually offered as the sacrifice is not the death of the animal, but its blood/life and bodily material. That the sacrificial logic inherent within these connections has so often gone unrecognized in modern scholarship appears to stem from an overly-reductive conception of sacrifice and how it works. Sacrificial slaughter, rather than being the focal point of the ritual, is one among a number of constitutive elements. Given the hierarchical structure of the process of sacrifice, approaching the divine presence and conveying or presenting the sacrifice to God are the foci of the ritual, the elements most closely linked with the accomplishment of sacrificial atonement.
That Luke does not identify Jesus' death per se with the atoning results of forgiveness and purification can be partly explained, then, by appeal to this kind of Jewish sacrificial logic. In sum, a sacrificial logic likely does inform Luke's understanding of the Christ event. This is why his emphasis, as I have argued also seems to be the case in Hebrews, 57 centers on the risen Jesus' position at God's right hand.
In conclusion, a few thoughts about the possible significance of this thesis for larger approaches to the study of Luke-Acts are in order. First, the argument pursued in this article goes some way towards explaining why Acts, more so than the Gospel of Luke, emphasizes the proclamation of the resurrected and reigning Christ as enabling the new reality of the offer of the forgiveness of sins, purification, and the outpouring of the Spirit. The sacrificially atoning effects of Jesus' salvific work (forgiveness of sins and purification) do not follow for Luke from a nonsacrificial logic that would connect these directly to or exclusively from Jesus' death. More important for achieving these sacrificial benefits is his exaltation to God's right hand as the time and place at which the sacrifice was presented and given to God. Second, while there is no doubt that a great deal can be and has been learned about Luke-Acts by locating the text in a variety of 
